REMARKS 

Claims 1-4, 8, 10-13 and 17 are pending in this application. Claims 5-7, 14 and 18 are 
cancelled from the application without prejudice. Claims 1 and 10 are amended above to more 
clearly set forth what the applicants regard as their invention. The dependency of claim 8 is also 
amended above. No new matter has been added to application by way of these claim amendments. 

The examiner's claim rejections are overcome or they are traversed as set forth below. 

I. THE 112, 1 st PARAGRAPH REJECTION OF CLAIM 18 

The examiner rejected claim 18 under 35 USC §1 12, 1 st paragraph for failing to comply 
with the enablement requirement. In particular, the examiner objected to the claim because the 
closed second end including an aperture is not supported in the specification. 

The examiner's rejection is overcome by cancelling claim 18 from the application. 

II. THE CLAIM 16 OBJECTION 

The examiner objected to claim 16 because the term opening tool should be referred to as a 
"pulling tool". 

Claim 16 has been cancelled from the application without prejudice rendering this objection 

moot. 

III. TRAVERSE OF THE ANTICIPATION REJECTION 

The examiner rejected claims 10-13 and 16 for being anticipated by Spelling (USP 
1,204,712). 

Independent claim 10 is amended above in a manner that makes the claim novel over 
Spelling. In particular, the shell has been amended to include a second end having an aperture. The 
shell shown in Spelling has a closed second end. For at least this reason, Spelling cannot anticipate 
claim 10. In addition, claim 11 includes a feature whereby the core and shell pieces have 
complimentary threads. The Spelling reference shows no such feature. Instead, Spelling discloses 
two pieces having shoulders. (See Spelling at col. 2, lines 103-1 10). The shoulders of Spelling do 
not allow the two corresponding pieces to be threaded into one another. Therefore, the shoulders 
are not threads and claim 1 1 is independently novel over Spelling. 
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Based upon the amendments and positions set forth above, it is believed that independent 
claim 10 and dependent claims 11-13 and 16 are novel over Spelling. 

IV. TRAVERSE OF THE OBVIOUSNESS REJECTION 

The examiner has rejected claims 1-4, 6, 8, 10-13 and 16-18 for being obvious over Ames 
in view of Spelling. Moreover, the examiner has rejected claims 1-8 as being unpatentable for 
obviousness over Cros (UPS 2,940,929). Finally, the examiner has rejected claims 5 and 14 for 
being obvious over Ames in view Spelling and in further view of Cros. 

The examiner's rejection of claims 1-4, 6, 8, 10-13 and 16-18 is rendered moot by 
incorporation of the features of claims 6 and 7 into claim 1 and the feature of claim 14 into claim 
10. 

The examiner's rejection of claims 1-8 for being unpatentable over Cros is without merit. 
In the invention set forth in claim 1, the shell has a first open end and a second end including an 
aperture . The corresponding shell in Cros has a sealing number 1 including "a sealed bottom end 
2". (See Cros col. 2, lines 49-51). Clearly, Cros does not disclose or suggest a shell having a 
second end with an aperture. As a result, the examiner has not established a prima facie case of 
obviousness of claims 1-5 and 8 over Cros. 

The examiner's rejections of claims 5 and 14 for being unpatentable for obviousness is 
moot in view of the cancellation of claims 5 and 14 from the application. 
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CONCLUSION 

In view of the arguments and amendments presented above, it is believed that pending 
application claims 1-4, 8, 10-13 and 17 are in a condition for allowance. Favorable reconsideration 
and allowance of all pending application claims is courteously solicited. 



Respectfully submitted, 

McDonnell boehnen 
hulbert & berghoff llp 



Dated: December 29, 2006 By: 




A. Blair Hughes 
Reg. No. 32,901 
312-913-2123 
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